web of choreographic relations can be perceived in a variety of ways' to say that it may or may not be the same web: the process of interpretation has its own logic in so far that different things are perceived, upon which meaning is constructed, it is not necessarily that the same things are perceived differently. This view is more radical in being less reliant on the notion of a fixed text.
On the subject of description I acknowledge a debt to Best4 whose work has been very influential in addressing the nature of rationality in this sphere. The relationship between these writings and some post-structuralist theories is a curious one. Ostensibly they derive from very different traditions but it is interesting how much they share. The languages are disconcertingly different, much of the French post-structuralist theory can be densely inaccessible, but the insights which are recognised in both these fields have similar potency.
Namely, that it is in the acquisition of language that the network of concepts which constitute the limits of intelligibility is formed.5 Understanding of the representation of the dancing body, and dance events and styles is constructed in the language in which they are described. Both traditions make problematic the question of objective description and underline the inseparability of description from the construction of meaning. From this, follow my reservations about conflating the terms 'movement' analysis and 'dance' analysis. The one has claims to universality, the other recognises the style-specific and cultural situation of dances. To the extent that neither everyday movement nor dance is universally understood there can be no universal system of description.
Thus, notated scores may not be the solution to problems of description, i.e. that the creation of a text of the dance would be solved if we consistently used notation.6 The choice of language in which to write about dances, and the construction of symbols in which to enshrine them, are both matters of interpretation. The choice of descriptors used in the writing of a score determine the terms of the account, while the writing in any one instance relies upon an interpretive act on the part of the notator.7 Its relationship to the dance is already more problematic than that of the score to music.
The idea that 'making sense' of a dance is an individual matter is hardly revolutionary. The shift that reveals this position in Dance It is not an original (or particularly post-structuralist) idea, therefore, that art is a complex, multi-layered act which requires the reader to bring it into existence, although the relative investment in the author, the text and the reader as the locus of meaning differs according to the particular theoretical perspective. Frequently quoted remarks that the rise of the reader has to be at the expense of the death of the author reflect the shift from a perception of the choreographer as the originating genius with the reader as passive recipient of her/his message, to the reader as constructor of meaning in much the same sense as the maker. ?
The urge for 'readibility' that Jackson attributes to me (although not a term I use) is prompted by a desire to understand what goes on when people enjoy and comment on dances. 'Reading', in that sense, is as applicable to ordinary talk as to the academic and professional discourse that surrounds the making of dances. Of itself the concept of 'readibility' does not carry the necessity to reach agreement, there is no assumption that everyone will do it in the same way, far from it.
Plausibility can be argued for, and objectivity in making Although the formalist position which ascribed autonomy to the work has long been shattered in the recognition of the ambiguity and the cultural position of art, the subtle play of texts is well encapsulated in Worton's writing on intertextuality. He argues that it 
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